In 1948, the fust approved Bacteriological Code was published (6). Since its rules were applied retroactively to all bacterial names, the name Enterobacter Rahn 1937 became illegitimate (9), and the name Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937 also became illegitimate (9) .
In 1948, the name Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937 was used in the sixth edition of Bergey's Manual, again with no type genus and without Enterobacter Rahn 1937.
In 1953, the International Committee on Bacteriological Nomenclature placed the family name Bacteriaceae on the list of rejected names (15, 16). Proposals were made to conserve the name Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937 and to replace the rejected name Bacteriaceae.
In 1957, a formal proposal was made (10) for the Judicial Commission to: (i) conserve the family name Enterobacteriaceae, (ii) f i x the type genus as Escherichia, and (iii) fix the type species of Escherichia as E. coli.
In 1958 (January), the Judicial Commission issued Opinion 15, which conserved the family name Enterobacteriaceae and the genus name Escherichia. It fmed the type genus for Enterobacteriaceae as Escherichia, with its type species as E. coli. In 1958 (July-August) Opinion 15 was discussed by the International Committee on Bacteriological Nomenclature at its meeting at the Seventh International Congress for Microbiology at Stockholm. It became final since it was not revoked or modified (15, p. 125).
From 1958 to the present, the name Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom. fam. cons. 1958, gained worldwide acceptance.
In 1958, a revised Bacteriological Code was approved. Specfic rules were put into the Code to make Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom.
fam. cons. 1958, a legitimate name, a conserved name, and the only correct name for the family.
In 1973, the Judicial Commission noted that the family name Enterobacteriaceae had not been formed according to Rule 3 of the 1958 Bacteriological Code but that it was a conserved name (20) . The matter was to be referred to the ICSB Subcommittee on the Taxonomy of Enterobacteriaceae (henceforth referred to as the Enterobacteriaceae Subcommittee) for a recommendation.
In (18) .
In July 1979, the Judicial Commission published (18) Minute 9, "no exception to the rule on naming taxa," and Minute 29, "rejection of the name Enterobacteriaceae."
In July 1979, Lapage proposed Enterobacteraceae Lapage 1979 and requested an opinion of the Judicial Commission which would have replaced the name Enterobacteriaceae with Entero bacteraceae and the type genus Escherichia with Enterobacter (21) .
In 1979, letters were sent to the Chairman of the Judicial Commission objecting to the proposal of Lapage (21) and to the vote of 3 September 1978 published in Minute 29 (18) , which did not follow correct Judicial Commission procedure.
In 1980, the Approved Lists of Bacterial Names were published. Neither Entero bacteriaceae nor Enterobacteraceae appeared on the list. On 1 January 1980, Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom. fam. cons. 1958, and Enterobacteraceae Lapage 1979 both lost standing in nomenclature. From 1 January 1980 until this time there has been no validly published name for the family previously known as Enterobacteriaceae.
In 1980, the American Society of Microbiology Subcommittee on Gram-Negative Facultatively Anaerobic Rods voted 7 to 0 against changing the name from Enterobacteriaceae to Enterobacteraceae and against changing the type genus from Escherichia to Enterobacter (12 This course has the merit of producing a minimal disturbance of existing nomenclature, because for practical purposes the only change is a small difference in spelling, i.e., the omission of the letter "i" from the presently used family name. Such a change is unlikely to cause much difficulty for future bacterial systematists, because it should be no more disturbing than changes produced by emendation of the spelling of names that have been inadvertently spelled incorrectly (e.g., emendation of Hemophilus to Haemophilus). The change does not affect the frrst part of the word, and therefore it should seldom disturb the position of the family name in alphabetized lists."
The change in spelling itself may or may not cause problems for specialists in bacterial nomenclature, but it would be a constant source of confusion for general microbiologists, students, physicians, medical technologists, journal editors, abstract services, indexers, and every nonexpert who deals with the word. It would be especially annoying in computer science, since the two words are different, although they differ by only one letter. For example, a computer abstract search in Index Medicus for Enterobacteriaceae would not pick up citations for Entero bacteraceae and vice versa. Entero bacteraceae would not appear as a subject heading, but Entero bacteriaceae would. Every computer program in existence today would have to be modified, and a cross-reference would have to be added for this variant spelling. Computer programmers will certainly oppose this proposed change. In our laboratory alone, we have over 100 computer programs which deal with Enterobacteriaceae. The changes in the programs and their existing documentation would require many hours of valuable programming time. On a worldwide basis, this loss of programming time would be enormous.
We estimate that the word Enterobacteriaceae has appeared in the literature over 100,000 times since it was introduced in 1937. If the word Enterobacteraceae were to be used instead, it would take many years for it to appear 100,000 times. The literature would be confused for many years by these two words with such similar spellings. This is in contrast to the example Lapage cites because of the limited use of Hemophilus compared with Entero bacteriaceae. It should also be pointed out that the amended spelling Haemophilus was and is a source of confusion. Several microbiologists or editors have tried to correct the spelling of Hemophilus in our sentences (12) about Hemophilus being in the family Bacteriaceae in the fifth edition of Bergey's Manual. On page 276 of our ASM News article (12), the word "Haemophilus" was inserted incorrectly for "Hemophilus" by a copy editor (we did not receive a galley proof to correct). In the fifth edition of Bergey's Manual, Hemophilus did appear, not Haemophilus. Concerning the change in spelling of Hemophilus to Haemophilus, even the late R. E. Buchanan, who required very strict application of the rules (22, p. xii), advocated retaining original spellings (3, p. 27): "However, in general, it is well to observe the rule that the original spelling of the word be conserved, unless it can be regarded definitely as a slip of the pen."
Wayne cites three excellent examples of the confusion that can be caused when two bacterial names differ in spelling by only a single letter (30) . The names in question were two species of Mycobacterzum, M. marianum and M. marinum. Wayne states:
(i) (Lawrence G. Wayne) In two instances, galley proofs were received in which M. marinum was set where M. marianum had actually appeared in the original manuscript. In one of these papers (lo), the error was detected in proof and cited in a letter dated May 26, 1969, to Lucile Myers, secretary to R. E. Buchanan , who was then editor of this journal. In the other paper (9), the error escaped attention in proof and appeared in the caption to Fig. 4 . This error was pointed out in subsequent correspondence (7).
(ii) (Lawrence G. Wayne Wayne was so concerned about the confusion in the literature that had resulted and could result that he asked the Judicial Commission to go against the rules of nomenclature and conserve scrofulaceum over marianum (30) . He made this argument even though marianum was the oldest and therefore the correct name for the organism under the Bacteriological Code. The Judicial Commission agreed and made an exception to the rules because it was in keeping with the purpose of the rules, which is to prevent confusion.
In the above-mentioned situation with marinum and marianum, the names refer to different taxa. Some Scientific data do not support the argument that Enterobacter would be a good type genus. Many lines of evidence, including genetic mapping, deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA)-DNA hybridization, and amino acid sequencing of specific proteins, indicate that the "core genera" of the family Enterobacteriaceae are Escherichia -Shigella-Salmonella-Citrobacter.
The genera of the tribe Klebsielleae, which includes Enterobacter (4), have diverged somewhat from this core group. Thus the best representative of the family as most people have understood and defined it is Escherichia, not Enterobacter. It is essential that the type genus include E. coli, the living organism best understood at the molecular level. In deciding whether a new genus belongs in Enterobacteriaceae, it should be compared with the type genus of the family. Very little is known about Enterobacter at the molecular level in contrast to Escherichia. Many comparisons, such as nucleotide sequencing, genetic mapping, and structure of specific proteins, etc., cannot be done with Enterobacter but can be done with Escherichia. Those who doubt that the family Enterobacteriaceae is defined in terms of its type genus Escherichia, which is in turn defined in terms of its type species, E. coli, should consult the three papers on Enterobacteriaceae in volume 16 of Advances in Genetics (2, 24, 26). In these papers, intrafamily and interfamily comparisons were made in terms of Escherichia and its type species, E. coli.
A specific example to answer the question "Does Salmonella typhimurium belong in the family Enterobacteriaceae?" can be found in the work of Middleton (23), who used bacteriophage P22-mediated transduction of hybrids which result from conjugation matings between E . coli and Salmonella typhimurium. With this approach he was able to compare the genetic homology of these two species at many loci around the genetic map. He commented on the usefulness of this and similar genetic techniques in comparing the evolutionary divergence of different taxa. In making interfamily and intrafamily comparisons, it would be a marked disadvantage to have Enterobacter as the type genus rather than Escherichia. Very little is known about Entero bacter compared with the "core" genera of the family Enterobacteriaceae. Enterobacter is a conserved name, but it is also an illegitimate name (9), a point not mentioned by those who have favored this change. states: "Names of taxonomic groups (taxa) between suborder and genus are formed by the addition of the appropriate suffix to the stem of the name of the type genus." However, the writers of the 1958 Bacteriological Code recognized that some names (particularly old ones) would not conform to their revision of the 1948 Code. They specifically discussed (8) and specifically added (8) a safeguard to minimize confusion and to allow continued use of names which were widely used but "not in accordance'' with We believe that the words "must be retained as exceptions" (referring to conserved names) specifically argue against Lapage's proposal (21).
Safeguards to preserve old names with universal acceptances were clearly provided. The safeguards have continued to the present. The principles, rules, or opinions which allow for these exceptions have clearly been in line with Principle 1 (22, p. 7) , which states that one of the essential points in nomenclature is "to aim at fixity of names." It is significant that the 1948, To ask microbiologists to agree to the conservation of a name which has been introduced and used in contravention to the internationally approved rules, might well undermine the fundamentals of the bacterial nomenclature. This would seem to constitute a precedent such that any name of a taxon may be validated, if only bacteriologists accept the name in a textbook. We are confronted by a rather serious situation; it is possible that such a proposal might open the way for common disregard of rules.
This argument might be paraphrased as "the rules of bacteriological nomenclature are more important than the purpose of having rules." In the formal request (10) to conserve the name Enterobacteriaceae with the type genus Escherzchia, the Editorial Board of the Judicial Commission disagreed with Haupt's argument and based much of its argument on Principle 1: "there has been such widespread acceptance and use of the family name Enterobacteriaceae by authors; by the Enterobacteriaceae Subcommittee of the International Committee; by various bacteriological manuals, in abstracting journals; and in textbooks" that it should be conserved. At this stage the option was clearly open to reject the family name Enterobacteriaceae and form a new family Escherichiaceae from the type genus Escherichia, if Entero bacteriaceae were to be rejected. Strict application of Rule 3 would require this, but this confusing option was never even discussed because the name Entero bacteriaceae had been so widely used for 20 years. In 1957 the Judicial Commission issued Opinion 15, which conserved the name Entero bacteriaceae with Escherichia as the type genus (19).
Thus, it appeared that a final decision had been made. Although the name Enterobacteriaceae did not agree with Rule 3 of the 1958 Bacteriological Code, it would be conserved to provide stability in nomenclature. The following bodies endorsed this action: the American Society for Microbiology Subcommittee on Enterobacteriaceae, the International Subcommittee on the Taxonomy of Entero bacteriaceae, the Judicial Commission, the International Committee on Bacteriological Nomenclature, and apparently the scientific community. In 1958, the name Enterobacteriaceae was placed on the list of conserved family names, where it has remained for over 20 years. It was specifically listed as a conserved family name in the 1958 Code (15, p. 165) and the 1975 Code (22, p. 69). Many citations in both these codes refer specifically to this exception. The wording of several of them is explicitly to make Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom. fam. cons. 1958, the correct name of the family under the Bacteriological Code. After much discussion in the pages of the International Bulletin of Bacteriological Nomenclature and Taxonomy over the period of 5 years and after due judicial process, the issue appeared to be settled. After almost 20 years of universal acceptance of Entero bacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom. gen. cons. 1958, the name was challenged (7, 9) . This challenge came not because the name was causing confusion or instability in nomenclature but because it was the only exception to a rule.
The Bacteriological Code has been carefully developed over almost 50 years to provide a set of rules that are independent of the human personality. The Judicial Commission is granted certain power to decide matters in carefully defined instances; however, the rejection of the name Entero bacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom. fam. cons. 1958, totally contradicts the judicial process that has brought us out of nomenclatural chaos. We strongly oppose the notion that the Bacteriological Code is what a particular Judicial Commission says it is. If this were true, bacteriological nomenclature could be governed by a group of appointed or elected individuals without the need for a Bacteriological Code.
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The remainder of this paper concerns the specific principles, rule, or opinions which argue against the rejection of Enterobacteriaceae.
Proposed nomenclatural changes and their relationship to the principles given in the Bacteriological Code. In the previous section, specific arguments were made against the proposed nomenclatural changes. In this section, general arguments will be made based on the principles given in the Bacteriological Code. Our argument can be summarized in one sentence: the proposed changes would contradict the purpose of having a Bacteriological Code because they would cause instability in nomenclature and much unnecessary confusion in the literature.
The chief reason for opposing these proposed changes is that they are so clearly contradicted by all three statements of the first principle of nomenclature (22, p. This argument also has a parallel in the current dispute because most microbiologists' concept of the family Enterobacteriaceae centers around the type genus Escherichia. It is not based on less well-studied genera, such as Enterobacter, Citro bacter, or Edwardsiella. Entero bacteriaceae with Escherichia as the type genus is, to paraphrase Sneath, the concept of the family as it is accepted today. These statements illustrate the importance placed on Principle 1 in going against the rules to avoid a confusing situation.
As discussed previously, Wayne (30) used a similar argument in requesting the conservation of scrofulaceurn over marianum. Thus, two different Chairmen of the Judicial Commission have used Principle 1 as the reason for using names nobin conformity with every rule in the Code. Principle 1 has been cited many times for going against a specific rule if the exception would give stability to nomenclature or prevent confusion. We contend that Principle 1 is the most important statement in the entire code, and all decisions must be based on its application to the specific circumstances. In his memorial to Robert E. Buchanan (22, p . xii), the late s. T. Cowan comments on the conflict which is sometimes apparent between Principle 1 and the many pages of rules, recommendations, lists, examples, and legal phrases which follow:
For the remaining years of his life preparations and plans for the eighth edition of Bergey's Manual occupied Buchanan's attention. He built up a team of strong-minded individualists who battled for several years with the problems leading to a new edition, and authors were chosen and invited to become contributors. Though he was interested primarily in the nomenclature, Buchanan never yielded a point and sometimes had authors and trustees tearing their hair at his insistence on a strict adherence to his beloved Code. With his attention focused on the names to be used in the Manual, his energies were dissipated on trivia; priority was always paramount, he was not concerned with usage or with the confusion that could arise when names were changed to conform with a strict application of the rules of nomenclature. . . .
The implication is that the late Dr. Buchanan thought the rules of nomenclature were of paramount importance, but that the late Dr. Cowan felt the strict application of the rules was undesirable if it would lead to confusion. Let there be no doubt on our position; we favor minimizing confusion at the small cost of having a few exceptions to the rules. It makes no sense to follow blindly the rules which cause confusion or instability in nomenclature; this would contradict the purpose of having rules in the first place. In the case of Enterobacteriaceae, strict application of Rule 9 (formation of family names) would do nothing but cause unnecessary confusion.
The proposed action also violates both parts of Principle 8: "Each order or taxon of a lower rank with a given circumscription, position, and rank can bear only one correct name, i.e., the earliest that is in accordance with the Rules of (5) , and it has been the only correct name of the family since that time (15, 22) . The Bacteriological Code is quite clear on this point. Therefore, Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom. fam. cons. 1958, is a senior synonym of Enterobacteraceae Lapage 1979 by over 20 years. To make Enterobacteraceae the correct name of the family, an exception would have to be made to Rules 23a and 23b. This exception in itself would be contradictory to the Judicial Commission's position, since Minute 9 said there would be no exceptions in the formation of names.
The proposed action violates the intent of Principle 9: "The name of a taxon should not be changed without sufficient reason based either on future taxonomic study or on the necessity of giving up a nomenclature that is contrary to the rules of this code."
Since the original decision in 1958, taxonomic studies have indicated that Escherichia is part of the "core genera" in the evolution of Enterobacteriaceae, and that Enterobacter has diverged from this core. Thus, taxonomic studies indicate the wisdom of the original decision and contradict the proposed one. Clearly, Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937, nom. fam. cons. 1958, is not contrary to the rules of the 1975 Code. This point is specifically covered in Rule 21b and List 1 (22) , and thus the current proposal would change a name without fulfilling either of the two reasons given by Principle 9.
Proposed nomenclatural changes and their relationship to the rules and to judicial procedure given in the bacteriological code. The proposed action would violate the intent of Rule l b (22, p. 11): "Alterations to this Code can only be made by the ICSB at one of its plenary sessions. Proposals for modifications should be made to the Editorial Secretary in sufficient time to allow publication in the IJSB before the next International Congress of Bacteriology. For this and other Provisions, see the Statutes of the ICSB, pp. 131-150."
The proposed action would circumvent this important rule and let a "policy" given only in the minutes of a meeting (18) of the Judicial Commission rewrite many essential parts of the Code (Principles 1, 8, and 9, Rules 21b and 56b, Opinion 15, and List 1). We argue that the proposed changes cannot be made legally under the Bacteriological Code. The Code would have to be modified, and the procedure for doing this is given under Rule lb. General Consideration 6 (22, p. 3) discusses the position of principle, rule, and recommendation. Since no mention is even made of a "policy," we see no possibility of a nomenclatural argument which would say that a policy takes precedence over principles, rules, or opinions.
The proposed action goes against the intent of Rule 4: (22, p. 11): "In the absence of a relevant Rule or where the consequences of a Rule are uncertain, a summary in which all pertinent facts are outlined should be submitted to the Judicial Commission for consideraticm (see Appendix 8 for preparation of a Request for an Opinion) ."
Neither one of the two reasons to call on Rule 4 applies in this case. There is no absence of a relevant Rule; Rule 21b is quite clear on the correctness of the name Entero bacteriaceae and its designated type genus, Escherichia. The consequences of maintaining Entero bacteriaceae were previously discussed in relation to avoiding future nomenclatural problems.
The proposed change violates the intent of Rule 21b, which was specifically written over 20 years ago for this situation: "If the name of a family was not made in conformity with Rule 21a but its name has been conserved, then the type genus may be fixed by an Opinion of the Judicial Commission. Example: The genus Escherichia is the type genus of the family
Entero bacteriaceae (Opinion 15) ."
The Judicial Commission presumes it has the power to change the type genus fixed by a previous Judicial Commission. The question arises as to whether this was the intent of any of the Bacteriological Codes. An interesting statement on the status of a name "fixed" by the Judicial Commission is in the 1958 Code (15, p. 54): "The nomenclatural type of none of the named subclasses, orders, and suborders in bacteriology has thus far not been definitely fixed either by designation or by action of the Judicial Commission. " This statement follows statements about the Judicial Commission furing the type genus of a family name not in conformity with Rule 3 (15, p. 53) . This wording in the 1958 Bacteriological Code clearly indicates that in 1958 the genus Escherichia was "definitely fixed" as the type genus for the family. At least the 1958 Judicial Commission and the writers of the 1958 Code intended that it was "definitely fixed." The word "definitely" would not have been used if this was subject to revocation in the future. Opinion 15 must stand unless a change in classification requires the opinion to be examined. This is specifically covered in Rule 56b. Thus far, no change in classification has occurred to cause this reexamination. Opinion 15 must stand until such a change occurs (such a change is very unlikely).
The proposed action violates the intent of Rule 23a and Note 4 (22, p. 23) under this rule:
Each taxon above species, up to and including order, with a given circumscription, position, and rank can bear only one correct name, that is, the earliest that is in accordance with the Rules of this Code. . . . (i) By conserved name (nomen conseruandum) is meant a name which must be used instead of all earlier synonyms and homonyms. By rejected name (nomen rejiciendum) is meant a name which must not be used to designate any taxon. Only the Judicial Commission can conserve or reject names (see also Rules 56a, b). . . . This rule was written to give stability to nomenclature, and provisions were made in Note 4 to preserve names not in conformity with a rule. The use of exceptions was required to maintain stability of names as given in Principle 1. This argument was fully developed in the debate which led to Opinion 15 in 1958. The arguments for conserving family names not in accord with all rules were fully developed in a policy statement of the Judicial Commission specifically dealing with this subject (8) . This matter was thoroughly analyzed and discussed from 1951 until 1958, when it was definitively settled.
The proposed action violates the intent of the Code to allow some latitude in forming names when strict adherence would cause confusion. Such latitude is mentioned in Rule 47a (22, p.
39):
When two or more taxa of the same rank from subtribe to family inclusive are united under a taxon of higher rank, the higher ranking taxon should derive its name from the name of the earliest legitimate genus that is a type genus of one of the lower ranking taxa.
If, however, the use of this generic name would lead to confusion in bacteriology, then the author may choose as type a genus which, in his opinion, leads to the least confusion and, if in doubt, should refer the matter to the Judicial Commission.
The wording "which in his opinion, leads to the least confusion" indicates that writers of the Bacteriological Code anticipated problems in the formation of names above the rank of genus and preferred solutions that would prevent confusion in the literature. This rule gives the author the prerogative of choosing a less confusing name instead of a confusing one just because it is based on an older type genus. This is still another example where an exception is specifically made part of a rule to minimize confusion in the literature.
The proposed action violates the intent of Rule 56a (22, p. 
43):
Only the Judicial Commission can place names on the list of rejected names (nomina rejicienda) (see Rule 23a, Note 4, and Appendix 4). A name may be placed on this list for various reasons, including the following.
(1) An ambiguous name (nomen urnbiguum), i.e., a name which has been used with different meanings and thus has become a source of error. Example: Aerobacter Beijerinck 1900 (Opinion 46).
(2) A doubtful name (nomen dubium), i.e., a name whose application is uncertain. Example: Leuconostoc citrouorum (Opinion 45).
( 3 ) A name causing confusion (nomen confusum), i.e., a name based upon a mixed culture. Example: Malleomyces Hallier 1870. Nothing in the wording of the rule or the four examples even hints at a specific reason for rejecting Entero bacteriaceae. All of the abovementioned reasons have to do with a name which is causing a problem in nomenclature or in the scientific literature. Enterobacterzaceae Rahn 1937, nom. fam. cons. 1958, is not such a name.
The proposed action violates Rule 56b (22, p.
44):
A conserved name (nomen conservandum) is a name which must be used instead of all earlier synonyms and homonyms. Note 1. A conserved name (nomen conseruandum) is conserved against all other names for the taxon, whether these are cited in the corresponding list of rejected names or not, so long as the taxon concerned is not united with another taxon bearing a legitimate name. In the event of union or reunion with another taxon, the earlier of the two competing names is adopted in accordance with Rules 23a, b.
Note 2. Only the Judicial Commission can place names on the list of conserved names (nomina conservanda) (see also Rule 23a, Note 4 and Appendix
4).
In the present controversy the name Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937 Both of these rules indicate that it is unwise to have two names with similar spellings if they are names of different taxa. Entero bacteraceae is almost identical to Entero bacteriaceae, but they are based on different type genera and are thus different taxa. This is quite different from the orthographic variants Lapage mentioned (Haemophilus and Hemophilus), which were based on the same type and are the same taxon (22, p. 46). Enterobacteraceae Lapage 1979 based on Enterobacter Hormaeche and Edwards 1960, nom. gen. cons. 1963, could also be confused with Enterobacteriaceae Rahn 1937 since they are both based on Enterobacter.
The proposed action goes against the intent of Article 9 (22, p. 144-146), which defines the duties and responsibilities of the taxonomic subcommittees. Section (d) says that one of the functions of a Subcommittee is "to make recommendations in relation to the nomenclature of the organisms in the taxon under study. This would include recommendations for changes in names and the conservation and rejection of names." A later section (8, p. 146) admittedly gives the Judicial Committee the final decision. But the question arises as to why the taxonomic subcommittees are even consulted on nomenclatural questions if the Judicial Commission can overrule an almost unanimous vote.
Discussion. The issues in this controversy seem to be clear. Is it more important to have no exceptions to one of the rules of the Bacteriological Code (181, or is it more important to maintain the name Entero bacteriaceae, which has been widely-used in the literature for over 40 years (12)? The Judicial Commission has issued a "policy" that there can be no exceptions to the rules on the formation of names of taxa (18) . We strongly disagree with the formation of this inflexible policy, since it is specifically contradicted by Principle 8 of the 1975 Code which allows for exceptions. It is also contradicted by decisions of previous Judicial Commissions which have often allowed exceptions to the rules in the interest of minimizing confusion in nomenclature. To implement legally the "policy of no exceptions,'' the Bacteriological Code would require modification, and we would strongly oppose such an attempt. "Bench" microbiologists complain that specialists in bacterial systematics more often produce instability in nomenclature rather than stability. The attempt to change the name Enterobacteriaceae is the strongest argument thus far available to support this contention.
The decision to reject the name Enterobacteriaceae with its type genus Escherichia has not received the support of those who work with the family. The Enterobacteriaceae Subcommittee voted 12 to 2 against this action. Similarly, the ASM Subcommittee on Gram-Negative Facultatively Anaerobic Rods voted 7 to 0 against the proposal. This overwhelming opposition to the proposals suggests that the name Enterobacteriaceae may well continue to be used by most microbiologists whether it is legitimate or Illegitimate.
We believe that the current controversy has raised serious doubts as to whether the Judicial Commission can act as both a legislative and a judicial body on the same disputed nomenclatural question. The manner in which the Judicial Commission referred the matter to the Enterobacteriaceae Subcommittee indicated that it was not seeking advice but was asking the Subcommittee to endorse one of the two actions the Commission had already decided were the only possibilities. The Enterobacteriaceae Subcommittee voted for a third alternative which it believed would be the best course for maintaining stability in nomenclature. The Judicial Commission then changed from a legislative to a judicial body and voted to overturn the vote of the Enterobacteriaceae Subcommittee (18) and that of a previous Judicial Commission, made final by the International Committee on Systematic Bacteriology. In essence, it was voting for an option it had itself proposed. The following facts cast grave doubts about whether the Judicial Commission can objectively judge an issue when the Commission itself has already taken an advocate's role. The Commission voted (18, Minute 29) on the dispute 8 months before an opinion was even requested (21). This did not follow the procedure given in the Bacteriological Code. The Code requires that a request be made; this is then followed by a period of discussion and objections to the request (if any). Only then, after all the evidence has been submitted, is the Judicial Commission to consider the matter. Traditionally, a period of 3 to 5 years has been necessary from the time of the request for an opinion to a formal vote. In its haste to a f f m its own proposal (18), the Judicial Commission voted (18) to conserve the name Enterobacteraceae, which had never been published, had no description, was illegitimate, and had no standing in nomenclature. clearly been that of advocate, not as an impartial judge. We believe the Bacteriological Code should be modified to separate these two conflicting roles, since it makes no sense to have a judicial body rule on an issue it has proposed itself.
Since 1 January 1980, there has been no validly published name for the family Enterobacteriaceae (27) . Several names could be proposed. The name Enterobacteraceae is totally unacceptable for the many reasons that we have discussed previously. Only 2 of 12 members of the Entero bacteriaceae Subcommittee favored this name. A new family name Escherichiaceae could be coined and proposed. Purely from the standpoint of conformity to Rule 9 (22, p. 13), this is the only pessible choice, since it would be based on Escherichia, the only type genus which is acceptable for the family. The name Escherichiaceae should not be proposed because it would cause much unnecessary confusion in the literature and would probably be rejected by the scientific community. None of the 14 members of the Enterobacteriaceae Subcommittee voted for this name. Similarly, the Judicial Commission did not favor this name (18). Fortunately, a new name for the family based on one of its other generh has never been considered for obvious reasons. Thus, by elimination, there is only one possibility which would maintain stability in nomenclature and avoid confusion in the literature. In a separate paper (1 l ) in this issue of the IJSB, we propose the name Enterobacteriaceae based on the type genus Escherichia.
Originally, this matter was definitively settled in 1958 with the conservation of Enterobacteriaceae in Opinion 15 (19). We totally oppose the efforts to revoke this definitive decision. With the publication of Enterobacteriaceae fam. nov., nom. rev., the issue is settled again. Lapage's Request for an Opinion has lost its judicial basis since Entero bacteraceae Lapage 1979 lost standing as c validly published name on 1 January 1980. Entero bacteriaceae has achieved worldwide acceptance over the last 40 years, it became a conserved family name in 1958 by Opinion 15 (19), it is legitimate (5), and since 1958 it has been the only correct name of the family under the Bacteriological Code. The use of any other name would violate the intent of having an internationally &andardized system of nomenclature and would probably not be used in the literature. The ultimate test of any name is whether it is accepted and used. No one can doubt that the name Enterobacteriaceae has passed that simple test.
ADDENDUM IN PROOF
In July 1980, after receiving all the current arguments concerning the controversy (including copies of reference 12 and preprints of this manuscript and reference ll), the ICSB Subcommittee on the Taxonomy of Enterobacteriaceae reconsidered the question of the family name and type genus. The Subcommittee voted 11 to 0 both to retain the name Enterobacteriaceae and retain the type genus as Escherichia. (D. J. B.) 
